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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to communications: Amendment filed 08/1 8/2004. 

2. Claims 1-12, 14-26, 28-40, and 42 are pending in this case. Claims 1,15, and 
29 are independent claims. Claims 13, 27, and 41 have been cancelled. Claims 4, 18, 
and 32 have been amended. 

Claim Objections 

3. The objection of claims 25-43 in accordance with 37 CFR 1 .1 26 has been 
withdrawn due to proper correction. 

4. The objection of claims 1 3, 27, and 41 under 37 CFR 1 .75(c), as being of 
improper dependent form for failing to further limit the subject matter of a previous 
claim, has been withdrawn due to the cancellation of those claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
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under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of eacli claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a). 

7. Claims 1 -3, 5, 7-8, 1 0-1 7, 1 9, 21-22, 24-31 , 33, 35-36, 38-42 remain rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Rivette et al. (hereinafter Rivette, 
US Patent Number 6,018,749, issued on January 25, 2000) in view of Barry et al. 
(hereinafter Barry, US Patent Number 6,606,165, filed on January 8, 1999). 

Regarding independent claim 1 and dependent claim 13, Rivette discloses a 
method in which a source document and a layout document (inriage document), which 
specifies layout and format of the content, are received (column 3, line 30-column 5, line 
12 of Rivette). These documents are then processed to determine formatting properties 
including page divisions for content (column 3, line 30-column 5, line 12 of Rivette). 
Rivette does not disclose that multiple page objects are generated that include source 
content and formatting properties for one page or that the page objects are rasterized to 
be rendered for output. However, Barry discloses a method in which a document is split 
into multiple page objects that contain the source content and formatting for one page 
and that the page objects are then rasterized to be output to a printer (column 1 , line 24- 
column 3, line 1 1 of Barry). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to have combined the method of Rivette with the 
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method of Barry because it would have simplified the use of an output device to render 
a multi-paged document. 

Regarding dependent claims 2 and 3, Rivette discloses a method in which the 
source document is transformed into a result document in a second language, wherein 
It includes formatting properties (including page divisions) provided by the layout data 
structure, which is a separate document (column 3, line 30-column 5, line 12 of Rivette). 
Rivette does not disclose that multiple page objects are generated from the result 
document. However, Barry discloses a method in which a document is split into 
multiple page objects that contain the source content and formatting for one page 
(column 1 , line 24- column 3, line 1 1 of Barry). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill In the art at the time the Invention was made to have combined the method 
of Rivette with the method of Barry because it would have simplified the use of an 
output device to render a multi-paged document. 

Regarding dependent claims 5 and 7, Rivette does not disclose page objects 
which are in a third presentation language which is a page description language. 
However, Barry discloses a method in which a document is spilt into multiple page 
objects that contain the source content and formatting for one page in a different page 
description language (image bit-map) (column 1, line 24- column 3, line 1 1 of Barry). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have combined the method of Rivette with the method of Barry because It 
would have simplified the use of an output device to render a multi-paged document. 
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Regarding dependent claims 8 and 10, Rivette discloses a method in which 
the result document contains multiple page instances, which are all in the same 
language as the result document, which is a device independent language (column 3, 
line 30-column 5, line 12 of Rivette). 

Regarding dependent claim 11, Rivette discloses a method in which source 
content is in a page description language (column 3, line 30-column 5, line 12 of 
Rivette). 

Regarding dependent claim 12, Rivette discloses a method in which the result 
document contains multiple page instances, which are all in the same language as the 
result document, which is a device independent language (column 3, line 30-column 5, 
line 12 of Rivette). 

Regarding dependent claim 14, Rivette discloses a method in which the source 
document does not indicate page divisions (column 3, line 30-column 5, line 12 of 
Rivette). 

Regarding independent claim 15 and dependent claims 16-17, 19, 21-22, 
and 24-28, the claims incorporate substantially similar subject matter as claims 1-3, 5, 
7-8, and 10-14. Thus, the claims are rejected along the same rationale as claims 1-3, 5, 
7-8, and 10-14. 

Regarding independent claim 29 and dependent claims 30-31, 33, 35-36, 
and 38-42, the claims incorporate substantially similar subject matter as claims 1-3, 5, 
7-8, and 10-14. Thus, the claims are rejected along the same rationale as claims 1-3, 5, 
7-8, and 10-14. 
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8. Claims 4, 6, 9, 18, 20, 23, 32, 34, and 37 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Rivette et al. (hereinafter Rivette, US Patent Number 
6,018,749, issued on January 25, 2000) in view of Barry et al. (hereinafter Barry, US 
Patent Number 6,606,165, filed on January 8, 1999) as applied to claims 2, 15-16, and 
31 above, and further In view of Sal! (as found in the IDS - FOP: Formatting Object to 
PDF Translator (James Tauber, published in 1999). 

Regarding dependent claims 4 and 9, Rivette does not disclose that the source 
document language is XML and the result document language is XSL-FO based on a 
layout of an XSL stylesheet. However, Sail discloses a method in which an XML is 
converted to XSL-FO based on an XSL stylesheet (pages 1-2 of Sail). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
have combined Rivette with methods taught by Sail because this method was noted to 
be a potential replacement for typical desktop published due to formatting advantages. 

Regarding dependent claim 6, Rivette does not disclose that the source 
document language Is XML and the result document language is XSL-FO based on a 
layout of an XSL stylesheet. However, Sail discloses a method in which an XML is 
converted to XSL-FO based on an XSL stylesheet, then based on XSL-FO convert the 
document to a PDF (pages 1-2 of Sail). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have combined Rivette with 
methods taught by Sail because this method was noted to be a potential replacement 
for typical desktop published due to formatting advantages. In addition to this it was 
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well known at the time the invention was made that both the format of PDF and 
MO:DCA are imaging formats that were readily and easily converted back and forth 
between each other. 

Regarding dependent claims 18, 20, and 23, the claims incorporate 
substantially similar subject matter as claims 4, 6, and 9. Thus, the claims are rejected 
along the same rationale as claims 4, 6, and 9. 

Regarding dependent claims 32, 34, and 37, the claims incorporate 
substantially similar subject matter as claims 4, 6, and 9. Thus, the claims are rejected 
along the same rationale as claims 4, 6, and 9. 

Response to Arguments 

9. Applicant's arguments filed 08/18/2004 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

Regarding the applicants' arguments on pages 10-15 regarding claims 1,15, and 
29 have been considered but are not persuasive. The source document of Rivette is 
the text referred to in the citations by the examiner from the Rivette patent, while the 
layout is the image of the document, which provides format and page breaks. When the 
Equivalence file is created the format of the image file, including the pagination, is 
incorporated into the text content, creating a file that contains format and content, which 
exists as a different page description language as a text file because it would be 
impossible for a basic text file to contain all the format and page breaks. Referring now 
to Barry, it is shown that it would have been obvious to break a multi-page document. 
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such as the one formed by the method of Rivette, into separate page nodes, all the 
while maintaining format in a separate page description language (bit-map) in order to 
simplify the ability of rendering the document to an output device. All of this information 
can be found in the citations of the references as shown in the above rejection. 

Regarding the applicants' arguments on pages 15-16 regarding claims 2, 16, and 
31 have been considered but are not persuasive. The source document of Rivette is 
the text referred to in the citations by the examiner from the Rivette patent, while the 
layout is the image of the document, which provides format and page breaks. When the 
Equivalence file is created the format of the image file, including the pagination, is 
incorporated into the text content, creating a file that contains format and content, which 
exists as a different page description language as a text file because it would be 
impossible for a basic text file to contain all the format and page breaks. All of this 
information can be found in the citations of the references as shown in the above 
rejection. 

Regarding the applicants' arguments on pages 16 regarding claims 3, 17, and 32 
have been considered but are not persuasive. The source document of Rivette is the 
text referred to in the citations by the examiner from the Rivette patent, while the layout 
is the image of the document, which provides format and page breaks. When the 
Equivalence file is created the format of the image file, including the pagination, is 
incorporated into the text content, creating a file that contains format and content, which 
exists as a different page description language as a text file because it would be 
impossible for a basic text file to contain all the format and page breaks. All of this 
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information can be found in the citations of the references as shown in the above 
rejection. 

Regarding the applicants' arguments on pages 17 regarding claims 5, 8, 19, 22, 
33, and 36 have been considered but are not persuasive. The source document of 
Rivette is the text referred to in the citations by the examiner from the Rivette patent, 
while the layout is the image of the document, which provides format and page breaks. 
When the Equivalence file is created the format of the image file, including the 
pagination, is incorporated into the text content, creating a file that contains format and 
content, which exists as a different page description language as a text file because it 
would be impossible for a basic text file to contain all the format and page breaks. 
Referring now to Barry, it is shown that it would have been obvious to break a multi- 
page document, such as the one formed by the method of Rivette, into separate page 
nodes, all the while maintaining format in a separate page description language (bit- 
map) in order to simplify the ability of rendering the document to an output device. All of 
this information can be found in the citations of the references as shown in the above 
rejection. 

Regarding the applicants' arguments on pages 17-18 regarding claims 10, 12, 
24, 26, 36, and 38 have been considered but are not persuasive. The source document 
of Rivette is the text referred to in the citations by the examiner from the Rivette patent, 
while the layout is the image of the document, which provides format and page breaks. 
When the Equivalence file is created the format of the image file, including the 
pagination, is incorporated into the text content, creating a file that contains format and 
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content, which exists as a different page description language as a text file because it 
would be innpossible for a basic text file to contain all the format and page breaks. This 
Equivalence file may be imported into any program that allows ASCII text, thus is device 
independent. Because the PDL of Rivette is just plain text, importing the equivalence 
file into any program that only supports ASCII would render the equivalence file into 
plain text, the original format (column 4, line 60-column 5, line 12 of Rivette). All of this 
information can be found in the citations of the references as shown in the above 
rejection. 

Conclusion 

1 0. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from Vne 
examiner should be directed to Joshua D Campbell whose telephone number is (571) 
272-4133. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F (8:00 AM - 4:30 PM). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Heather Herndon can be reached on (571) 272-4136. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703- 
872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




JDC 

November 5, 2004 
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